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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An oil spill containment system based on high pressure waterjets is a concept that
has shown promise in conditions where a high velocity water current or significant wave
conditions are present, such as in rivers or tidal estuaries. Over the past decade, a
number of projects have been sponsored by Environment Canada and the United States
Minerals Management Service (MMS) to develop a system of this type. As the
performance of the barrier has been limited by its flotation system during past
deployments, recent work has been directed toward an improved, low drag, flotation
system. This project was comprised of two phases:

1. a review of the past performance of the barrier and a redesign of the barrier's
general arrangement and flotation system.

2. field deployments of the revised waterjet barrier design.

During the first phase, towing tank tests were performed using full scale models
of alternative float designs. The current-induced drag of the selected airfoil float design
was significantly reduced, to 30% of the original disc floats. The floats were fitted with
a skeq to facilitate "weathervaning"” in a current over a limited range of angles. in addition
to the re-design of the floats, a rigid support structure was designed for the hoses, with
pin joint connections to allow movement in waves. This work is described in detail in a
previous interim report. A number of features were introduced to facilitate the deployment
of the boom. These included the use of an anchor, tether ropes, float weathervaning
limits, and fittings for towing of the assembled boom.

For the trials conducted in the second phase of the project, a prototype system
with boom arms 12m (40 ft.) long was constructed and a preliminary deployment took
place in the St. Lawrence River at Prescott, Ontario during August 1991. From that
experience, some modifications were identified and implemented.

A more comprehensive series of deployments occurred off Prescott in August of
1992. These trials invoived planned deployments in three phases: in sheltered conditions;

- in waves and light current alongside the CCG Prescott quay; and in mid-river using a

CCG support ship. A simulated spill using dyed canola oil was planned for the last two
phases of the trial program. The tests in sheltered conditions and alongside the CCG
quay were conducted successfully. A mid-river deployment, intended to expose the boom
to high current conditions could not be conducted because of damage occurred to some
of the flexible joints during towing of the boom, and the test had to be aborted. The test -
could not be rescheduled due to the limited availability of the support vessel. However
the boom was repaired, including implementation of a rigid connection, and trials
proceeded alongside the CCG quay. _
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In the trials, the waterjet barrier demonstraied that it could be controlled and
contain oil in "realistic” wind and wave conditions, in a light river current. The oil
containment capability of the barrier was demonstrated for a modest quantity (approx. 150
litres) of light oil, in waves and in calm water. The ability to dlrect and dlvert ’the,spllt was
efféctive ciean up by a skimmer. The waterjet barrier was demonstrated to be h|gh[y
manoeuvrable when operating in a combination of moderate wind and waves, and light
current, Mobility (and therefore oil containment) was constrained by the large pump
system and a limited length of umbilical hose.

The definition of the performance envelope is essential to further development of
the waterjet barrier. At this stage, the waterjet barrier has been demonstrated but the
limits on performance have not been defined. The waterjet barrier is more complex than
current oil spill barriers systems, and therefore must demonstrate superior performance
capabilities in order to justify commercial development. The most efficient way of defining
the performance envelope will be to conduct a series of systematic laboratory tests,
where key parameters can be controlled and varied.

Based on the experience of the trials program, a series of recommendations
concerning deployment procedures and a list of revisions for a "commercial" prototype
have also been inciuded in this report.
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NOTE

Because both materials and measurements involved a mixture of Imperial and SI
units, data are quoted in both unit systems where appropriate.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report is intended to document a set of trial deployments of a prototype
waterjet barrier intended for oil spill containment during the period of August 1991 and
August 1992, respectively. The trials were conducted at CCG base Prescott by Fleet

Technology Limited (FTL), under a contract issued by Environment Canada on behalf of _

Environment Canada and the U.S. Minerals Management Service (MMS). B

This contract called for the redesign and testing of a high pressure waterijet barrier
system and was issued in late 1990. It was the most recent of a series of projects
undertaken by Environment Canada to develop a high pressure water jet barrier for oil
spill containment. The redesign of waterjet barrier has been documented in a previous
report to Environment Canada dated March 1991 [Reference 1]. Subsequent revisions
to the barrier design resulting from the trials are documented in this report’ ) — it

Syt ot Lo

The original contract called for a set of trials to be conducted at the Oil and
Hazardous Materials Simulated Environmental Test Tank (OHMSETT) in New Jersey.
However delays in commissioning of the tank forced a change in the trial site, to the
Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) base located at Prescott, Ontario, on the St. Lawrence
River. The change in test venue also altered the complexion of the trials somewhat, as
the Prescott site involved realistic field conditions. The objectives of the test program
changed from determining the performance limits of the barrier (as would have been the
case during the planned OHMSETT trials) to a demonstration that the barrier could be
deployed, manoeuvred and operated under field conditions. Thus the trials with the

~ barrier, which was designed with the objective of reducing current drag, also encountered

a series of variables which included high winds, floating debris, and towing probiems, that
would not have been encountered in a laboratory test program. The tests therefore
involved a much steeper "learning curve".

1
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Figure 1: Schematic of Revised Waterjet Barrier




2.2 Technical Description

The "original” (ie. pre-1991) waterjet barrier system used flexible hydraulic hoses
to feed water to the nozzles; disc-shaped floats supported the nozzles and hoses. There
was no rigid structure joining individual floats or nozzies. For each operating
configuration, the nozzles are located on 2.4 m (8 ft.) centres and are arranged such that
opposing horizontal jets are produced. This general arrangement allows the arms of the
barrier to be manoeuvred using differential water pressure, controlied from a central
manifold off of the high pressure pump. It also acts to stabilize the system while
operating.

The most recent deployment of the "original" system, based on the disk floats and
flexible hoses, was conducted in 1990 at Prescott, Ontario [Retf.8]. A number of problems
were experienced during that trial. The disc floats had excessive drag such that in a
current of 0.5 to 0.75 m/s (1 - 1.5 knots) the barrier could not be manoeuvred and kept
on station in the desired configuration (ie. with the desired angle between the arms of the
barrier). The arms were also found to be too flexible, with the result that the system was
difficult to control. Stability problems occurred as the disc floats overturmed in some
cases. Also the height of the nozzles above the water in the original system was less
than that identified for optimal oil retention performance [Ref.5] in laboratory tests.

The revisions to the waterjet barrier introduced by FTL fell into two general
categories,as follows:

1.) flotation system improvements, and:
2.) generai arrangement improvements.

A schematic of the revised waterjet barrier is shown in Figure 1.
The flotation system revisions consisted of:
a) the use of an “airfoil-type” float that was able to "weathervane” in the current.

b) a reduction of the number of floats by spacing them at 2.4 m (8 ft.) centres, rather
than at 1.2 m (4 ft.) centres as in the "original" design.
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The new floats were designed to meet three main performance objectives:

i)  Support the weight of the barrier and maintain a nozzle elevation of approximately
20cm (8") above the waterline.
i) Improve the stability of the barrier under the action of the water jets.
iii) Reduce the drag of the floats in current up to about 2 knots (1 m/s).

The actual float configuration was driven by objective "jii", reduction of the float
drag, although achievement of the first two objectives were necessary for any successful
float design. The review of past designs indicated strongly that drag reduction was critical
for providing acceptable station-keeping performance and controllability of the waterjet
barrier.

A series of comparative model tests indicated that the airfoil float selected for the
trials has approximately 30% of the drag of the baseline disk float at the design speed
of 2 knots (1 m/s). This float design is shown in Figure 2. A skeg was designed to
ensure the float had acceptable "weathervaning” properties over a range of current
speeds.

Along the umbilical structure connecting the waterjet boom arms to the pump there
are four hoses (instead of two) so the supporting floats have to be correspondingly larger.
There was additional displacement required for the float at the junction of the "Y",
because of the weight of structure located at the apex. It was proposed to obtain the
added buoyancy using an identical float waterplane section with additional depth, rather
than an overall increase in dimensions. The result was a deeper float which was much
less stable than the boom arm floats but was very simple (and less costly) to construct,
because a common glassing mould couid be used.



4
. Ftis
Al
|
-l -
. | a.
|
. '-— -
Current
Linking - 3
Cable - ; l or Waves
(shackled
te tail Fin) y I’

B\ Linking
- Catle

Umbilical
Hoses

Support Vessel
Bearing Mount to
Allow Float to Rotate

Afuminum
Square Tube

Stopper Bracket

Tail Fin
Linking Cables

i
Figure 3: Constraints on Float Weathervaning Action




!@@ Woarkbaat

Standing By

Resfraining
Cable (Slack}

Restraining
Cable {Taut)

‘a

Anchar
- Deployed
by Workboat

it

s
Current
or Waves

Pump

Figure 4: Constraints for Control of the Boom




-y

The general arrangement of the system was also changed. To reduce the
flexibility of the waterjet barrier and reduce the number of floats required, it was decided
to support the hydraulic hoses rigidly with aluminum square tube sections between the
floats. Each support section was pinned together to allow movements in the vertical
direction. The intent was to limit the stress induced on the boom structure by wave
action.

Past experience had shown that it is desirable to allow the angle of the arms at the
apex to vary for improved oil retention performance. To achieve this, the arms of the
barrier were pinned vertically at the apex structure.

It was expected that some constraint on the weathervaning action of the floats
might be required, particularly during depioyment and during low current conditions.
Because the floats are slender, with weight of the boom arms well above their centres of
buoyancy, the individual arm can capsize should the floats align too closely with the axis
of the boom arm. Two types of float constraint were eventually fltted which allow the
float to weathervane through an angle of about 80°: ... .5« fo.s

‘a) Stops fitted to each float, as shown in Figure 3a.
b) Linking cables joining each float at the tailfin, such that they weathervane in unison
™ as shown in Figure 3b. A level of redundancy is also introduced should a stop
fail.

A review of the deployment problems with the earlier boom designs suggested that
the reliance on the waterjets to maintain position and control was excessive. It was
recognized that deployment would be simpiified by physically constraining the movement
of the arms and of the boom position; the waterjet action would then be used for "jocal"
control of the boom- position and orientation. Thus two types of constraint were
introduced, as shown in Figure 4. The first was a set of tether cables linking the
individual boom arms; when fully extended the boom is maintained at a specific limiting
angle. The waterjet action allowed the operator to vary the boom opening angle from the
limiting angle. The second means of constraint was to anchor the barrier to maintain the
basic position of the boom. The waterjets allowed the operator to move the boom around
the anchor position.

10



3.0 PRELIMINARY DEPLOYMENT - August 1891

3.1 0b'|éctives

A preliminary deployment of the revised waterjet barrier took place over the period
of 20 - 23 August 1991 at the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Base at Prescott, Ontario.
As tests at the OHMSETT facility were still anticipated at that time, the objectives of the
trial at Prescott were limited to a test of the general flotation system and control
characteristics of the revised wateriet barrier design.

3.2 | Local Conditions

No preparations were made to measure the prevailing wind and wave conditions
during these trials, but the weather proved to have a significant impact on the trial.
During the trial period the region was under the influence of a weather system resulting
from hurricane "Bob", which was generally characterised by high winds (+30 knots) and
waves up to 1m. This provided the most severe conditions encountered during any of
the trials.

Because this was the first deployment of the revised boom, only a single
deployment was attempted under these conditions, in the shelter of a small boat basin
at the base. Attemnpts to deploy the boom in another basin were severely impeded by the
prevailing wind and wave conditions; eventually the entire boom structure was transferred
to the other basin.

11
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3.3 Problems Encountered

Most of the problems encountered during this trial occurred while attempting to
deploy the barrier. It had been recognized that some of the floats would have to be
tethered during assembly, in order to prevent a capsize. If the all the floats were
permitted to align along the arm axis, the weight of the arms and hoses was sufficient to
cause the arm to capsize. However, the problem had been underestimated on two
counts:

a) The wind had the effect of orienting all the floats "broadside”, ie. to the worst
orientation, which meant that some restraint on all the floats was desirable, rather
than just the end unit.

b) Once initiated, the forces induced by capsize were substantial, such that the
distortion of the restraining stopper boits and the structure joints was possible. In
addition, the wave action could induce chafing of restraining ropes against the float
fins or adjacent dock. Thus heavy fittings of the highest quality were required.

These comments particularly applied to the deep umbilical floats, which were highly
unstable and more unwieldy than the arm floats. It was also recognized that their high
profile "sail" area of these floats was a potential source of control problems in high winds,
although it was not a factor in this limited deployment.

As a result of this experience, a highly redundant system of ropes linking the skegs
complemented by a system of pin-stoppers, illustrated in Figures 3 previously, was
introduced for all of the floats. The pin stoppers were placed to allow the floats to
weathervane through an angle of about +45°, relative to the float arm.

In general, the barrier was found to be difficult to assemble in the wave conditions
encountered at the initial assembly point. At this location, waves were reflecting off the
quayside, creating "beach surf" conditions at the assembly location. Assembly was
hindered by the finely threaded hydraulic connections and the care required to deploy the
floats. This suggested that a sheltered assembly area should be sought and then the
assembled barrier should be towed to the spill site if necessary. The problem would also
be alleviated somewhat if an alternative hose connection system was fitted.

Once assembled in the basin, the only problem encountered was that the pump

proved difficult to start. Once this problem had been resolved, the trial proceeded

smoothly. A crack in the pump intake pipe did not affect the trial, although it may have
limited the pump performance.

12
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3.4

Test Results

A photograph of the deployed boom is shown in Figure 5. Note that the boom

was tethered from the ends of the boom arms. The barrier was operated for
approximately 45 minutes, most of which was recorded on videotape. Pump pressures
and engine revolutions were not recorded, but the pressure on the pump gauge was
observed to vary between 800 - 1000 psi. A memorandum produced after the trial is
reproduced in Appendix A.

The following conclusions were drawn from this deployment:

It was demonstrated that the boom could be controlled under calm conditions by
varying the waterjet pressures. The boom opening angle and the orientation of the
boom could be varied using differential waterjet pressure controlied from the pump
manifold.

The revised flotation system was found to float at the design waterline such that
the waterjet nozzies were placed at the appropriate elevation above the water
surface. See Figure 5.

The individual boom arms were exposed to waves estimated to be 0.3- 0.6m
during the assembly phase, and the wash from passing ships. The arms were
observed to ride the waves and maintain a horizontal attitude.

Time constraints precluded the deployment of the boom outside the small craft basin.
However the results of this preliminary deployment were sufficiently encouraging to
warrant further testing.

14
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b)

f)

i
iii)
iv)

Revisions to the Initial Design

The 1991 trial resulted in the following revisions to the waterjet barrier:

Prior to activation of the waterjets, the boom was found to be affected by the high
winds despite a relatively low profile above the water. This necessitated the
following actions:

The single umbilical floats were replaced by a catamaran system of smaller floats,
as shown in Figure 6. This revised arrangement was expected to be more stable
and had a lower profile. The apex structure was also revised to accommodate the
new floats. :

The weathervaning constraints consisting of the stops and the skeg linkages were
found to be necessary to counter the wind, and in fact had to be reinforced during
the deployment.

It was noted that revisions to the- hose connection system would facilitate
deployment. The test system used pairs of threaded connections which require
considerable effort to connect. Some trials were conducted with aluminum
camiocks were conducted at the FTL basin, but the sample burst under pressure.
It was later found that the test sample had a casting flaw. it was decided that an
evaluation of alternative connection systems was outside the scope of this project.
Instead, the arms were stored fully assembled in anticipation of the 1992 trials.

A number actions were taken to renovate the pump system. These included:

Refurbishment of the foot valve on the pump intake hose.
Repair of a crack on the intake pipe housing.

Installation of pressure gauges on the hose manifold.
Inspection of the spray nozzles and replacement as necessary.
Inspection of the pump starter system.

16



40 THE AUGUST 1992 TRIALS

4.1 Obijectives

Encouraged by the experience obtained during the preliminary deployment, a more
comprehensive set of trials was planned for 1992. In view of delays in the commissioning
of the OHMSETT tank and the apparent value of conducting trials under operational
conditions, the decision was made to conduct a further deployment at CCG base at
Prescott, Ontario.

These trials were intended to encompass a series of phased deployments under
field conditions that would evaluate the controllability of the boom under the prevailing
current and wave conditions from a shore location and in mid-river from a base vessel.
The containment effectiveness was to be assessed using canola oil to simulate an oil
spill. Water pressures were to be monitored from the gauges fitted at the pump manifold.

The results of these trials were to be used to evaluate the overall effect'iveness‘ of
the waterjet barrier concept and recommend improvements to the current waterjet barrier
configuration. -

The trial was planned as three sub-tasks, with each subsequent sub-task subject
to the results of the previous test phase. The objectives of each sub-task is described
below. The original test plan is reproduced in Appendix B. A certain level of flexibility
was required in the schedule to allow for lost time due to weather and breakdowns. A
total time of 5 days was projected for preparation and testing.

The general objectives of the trials were as follows:

a) To the test flotation and control of the barrier following the 1991 modifications to
the original design.

b) To record the operating water pressures and correlate with the boom movement
in the prevailing test conditions.

c) Totestthe ability of the barrier to confine a spill under the prevailing environmental

conditions, using canola oil to simulate a modest oil spill. To determine the
minimum operating pressure for effective confinement. -

17
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The trials were organized into three sub-tasks, based on the degree of exposure 10
current and waves. These three sub-tasks were:

Sub-Task 1: Deployment in Calm Water - in the Smali Craft Basin at CCG Prescott.
Sub-Task 2: A shoreside deployment in the river off the CCG Prescott dock.

Sub-Task 3: Mid-River Deployment of Waterjet Barrier - off CCG Prescott using a large
support vessel. .

The prevailing environmental conditions were monitored using the following:

a) A dedicated wave buoy, provided by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
/(90965 to monitor wave heights and wave lengths encountered during the trials.
\/'7 : - ‘
b) A current meter, supplied by CCG, to monitor current velocities and distributions
around the test site. '

c) Weather reports from the local CCG radio station, which provided the prevailing
wind conditions.

The principal means for recording the barrier performance was a videotape camera,
augmented by still photographs. Pressure gauges were fitted to the hose manifold to
record operating pressures, along with pump engine speed as indicated from the

tachometer.

18
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4.2 Qverview of Trials

A summary of the trial activities was produced following the conclusion of the tests;
this report is presented in Appendix C. A map of the base area showing the locations
of the trials is provided as Figure 7.

4.2.1 Overview of Activities

The following is a brief overview of the activities that occurred over the week of the

17th of August 1992:

Monday, 17 August:

Tuesday, 18 August:

Wednesday, 19 Auqust:

Thursday, 20 August:

Friday, 21 August:

Deployed boom arms, pump equipment in small craft basin,
wave buoy in river.

Completed boom assembly in small craft basin. Operated
boom, cleared and adjusted nozzles. .

Towed boom alongside CCGS SIMCOE at dock. Manoeuvring
trials alongside successful in windy conditions, light current.
Mid-river trial with simulated spill aborted due to structural
damage, towing problems.

Boom structure repaired, modified. Simuiated spill alongside
CCG Prescott dock successfully contained in calm conditions,
light current.

Boom positioned off dock in moderately windy conditions, light
current. Manoeuvring trials successful and larger simulated
spill contained.

As can be seen from the summary, Sub-tasks 1 and 2 as described in Section 4.1
were successfully completed. However Sub-task 3, the mid-river trial was not completed
due 1o a combination of technical problems and scheduling limitations.

20
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4.2.2 Detailed Review of Trial Activity

Because much of the trial results are based on qualitative evaluation of the barrier
performance, a detailed description of the activities on each trial day is provided below.

4.2.2.1 Monday, 17 August 1992

The principal activities on the first day consisted of preparation of the test area,
deployment of the DFO wave buoy, and initial assembly of the waterjet boom. The centre
float modified to a twin "disk" float configuration for easier deployment, as shown in
Figure 8. There were some delay while waiting for a crane to swing the pump into
position, and for a support "Sea Truck” boat used in the assembly of the arms. As a
result the barrier was only partially assembled at the end of the day.

Another set of trials was still underway at the test area where waterjet boom
assembly was expected to occur. In addition, the CCGS GRIFFON was moored
alongside quay where alongside trials {(Sub-Task 2) had been intended to occur. The
ship had apparently arrived late Saturday and was scheduled to remain alongside until
late Wednesday. As a consequence, some time was spent investigating alternative test
locations around the base, which also involved consideration of the wave buoy position.

We were also informed of the scheduling for CCGS SIMCOE, the support ship for

the mid-river deployment. it was scheduled to be available for the Tuesday and
Wednesday, and Thursday morning only; Friday was not scheduled.

4.2.2.3 Tuesday, 18 August 1992

The morning was spent assembling the revised boom "umbilical” structure and
hoses. "Fender" floats were borrowed from CCG for flotation of umbilical hose off the
umbilical structure; these proved quite successful and are shown in Figure 8.

After assembly, the waterjet barrier was operated in the small craft basin. The
waterjet nozzles were found to be badly blocked, and in need of adjustment. The
remainder of the afternoon was spent clearing and adjusting nozzles, which suggests
greater care is required in storing the barrier hoses.

Limited success was achieved in monitoring the pressures in the hoses, as 5000
. . psi capacity gauges were fitted to the manifold but the operating pressures were found
i7" to be of the order of 500 psi, at 1200 RPM. Thus only the most general pressure

¢

"4 readings were obtained with these gauges. It was noted that a replacement valve fitted

x ~-on the ‘manifold gave far better controlj and appeared to allow higher nozzle pressure

i

(although nozzle condition may have been a factor). Although some adjustment of the
nozzles was still required, Sub-Task 1 was considered completed.

22
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Figure 10: Boom Deployed off CCGS SIMCOE — Wednesday, 19 August, 1992
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4.2.0.4 Wednesday, 19 August 1992

In view of the schedule of the CCGS SIMCOE, it had been decided that the
alongside trial (Sub-Task 2) would be conducted from the working deck of the SIMCOE
while moored along its quay. The assembled bocom was to be towed from the small craft
hasin around to the vessel and connected alongside, as shown in Figure 8. Then,
barring any difficulties with the alongside trial, the boom and vessel would proceed to a
mid-river position to conduct the next phase of trials (Sub-task 3). The pump, manifold,
and shore hoses were then transferred to the working deck of the CCGS SIMCOE.

The towing arrangements for the barrier consisted of a cable run from the apex of
the boom to a Sea Truck. The tether lines between the boom arms were also connected.
A large admiralty-type anchor, buoy, and cable were stowed on the Sea Truck for
anchoring the boom off of the SIMCOE. The weather conditions were described as
typical peak conditions for Prescott area by the CCG crew; winds were estimated at 20 - .

25 knots and wave heights ranged from 0.3m - 0.6m (1-2 feet). An exact summary of
the measured environmental conditions is provided in Section 4.3, below.

When exposed to the wave conditions, the boom assumed a skewed angle {o the
tow craft which resulted from a combination of: wind action on the structure; excessive
constraint of weathervaning action of floats, and too much slack in the tether lines.
Efforts to shorten the tether lines from a second Sea Truck were unsuccessful. As a
result the boom was towed very slowly into position with one arm perpendicular to the tow
direction; some structural damage to joints occurred; specifically, bending of the inner
plate in pin joint and extrusion of the teflon bearings.

Despite the towing difficulties, the boom was successfully anchored off the
SIMCOE and was connected to the pump manifold on the SIMCOE at approximately
1215. Weather conditions persisted, with winds approximately 45° off the port bow. The
boom was anchored to face into the wind.

Manoeuvring tests with the waterjet barrier were conducted from approximately
1230 - 1300. The boom was able to move up on the anchor position, change opening
angle and direction despite the prevailing wind and wave conditions. Fioats appeared to
maintain steady "platforming" and weathervaning action in the waves, despite distortions
in boom arm structure due to the towing damage. Photographs of the tests in Figure 10
indicate some of the distortion to the boom arms. ‘

The currents measured at test site were quite low; a 0.1 m/s back eddy (upstream
to the main current direction) was measured. The low velocity was also due to the deep
water depth maintained off the quay for berthing the ships. The boom was in fact
oriented away from the current direction to face into the wind, as the wind was expected
to control the spill direction. Thus the weathervaning action of the outboard floats
appeared somewhat "confused", as shown in the photographs in Figure 10.
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After discussing the SIMCOE schedule with the CCG staff, it was decided to forgo
the spill from the alongside position and attempt to proceed to a mid-river position 1o
perform the spill containment test. Otherwise the delay would have forced the test to
Thursday morning, and may possibly have forced postponement. The decision was
reached knowing that there was some damage to the boom structure.

The boom was disconnected from the ship for towing, but problems were
encountered raising the anchor due to fouling with weeds. During the process of raising
the anchor, the boom drifted off on an angle to the towing direction. Attempts to restore
control to the tow resulted in the fouling of the boom arm with the towing cable, which
further twisted the boom structure and forced the tail section of some of the floats below
the surface. Under freshening wind conditions, control of the tow could not be maintained
and it was decided to abort the mid-river trial. The boom was towed into the small craft
basin in a damaged condition.

A survey of the damage to the structure showed that some of the inner plates in
the pinned joints had been bent and many of the Teflon bearings had been extruded out
of the bolt holes. This is shown in Figure 11. The joints were modified by introducing
spacers over the connection bolts to prevent bending of the inner plates. In view of the
wave response characteristics demonstrated by the floats, it was decided to dispense with
the flexible joints in the boom arms. A 3" (7.6¢m) stiffened steel flat bar, was double
bolted across the top of each joint in the boom arms. This arrangement is also shown
in Figure 11. These modifications were prepared late Wednesday and fitted the next
morning.

The test plan was modified to reflect the departure of the CCGS GRIFFON and the
limited availability of the CCGS SIMCOE. 1t was decided that further trials involving spill
tests would be conducted from the quay outside of the small craft basin, as shown in
Figure 7 earlier. Thus a minimum of towing was required.
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4.2.2.5 Thursday, 20 August 1992

Thursday morning was spent completing the modifications to the boom structure.
The pump and manifold were positioned on the quay adjacent to the test site.

When the modifications were complete the boom was towed out of the basin using
one Sea Truck and a land line from the dock. Conditions were calm and very light
currents, 0.1 - 0.2 m/s back eddy, were measured at the test site.” The boom was
connected to the pump without anchoring, in view of the calm conditions. The barrier was
oriented away from prevailing back eddy in order to test the manoeuvring capability. One
of the floats was fouled by a weed-covered tether rope, which was cleared away using
the work boat.

The first stage of the trial was run with the barrier to monitor water pressures.
Again, the results were limited as the large gauges were stili fitted. However an effort
was made to run the pump engine at higher speed, approximately 1600 RPM, which
resulted in pressure measurements approaching 700 psi.

- -

After the pressure trials, approximately .7 litres of canola oil was spilled from the
Sea Truck, which followed the current weakly. The boom was very rapidly swung around
to face the spill, and then was used to force the oil against the dockside. A very small
amount of oil lost either due to starting the forward jets slightly too late, or the oil may
have simply been driven over when moving the boom. The majority of the oil was held
against dock wall with such force that some mixing/emulsion occurred. Oil was observed
in the water column during the clean up activity. This experience suggests that the
appropriate tactic in such situations is to use the boom to force the oil to a containment

site, and then back the boom away. A diagram of the trial is shown in Figure 12.

Following the spill, the boom was disconnected and towed back to small craft basin
without incident and cleanup activities proceeded.
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TABLE 1: RECORDED NOZZLE PRESSURES - Friday, 21 August 1992

Pressure Hose Position on Boom Arm

Valve Tests: 1200 X 440 . 475 440
- 440 X 475 440
- 440 460 X 440
- 440 480 500 X
- 380 380 400 380
- 480 480 X X
- X X 500 480
Equilibrium; 1200 400 480 250 40
1650 X X 1000 9S00

1.

X" indicates manifold valve closed.
2. "Equilibrium" is the setting required to maintain boom at a constant position.

3. Refer to Table 2 for environmental conditions during pressure tests

4. Pressure readings taken prior to 21/8/92 limited by oversize pressure gauges.
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4.2.2.6 Friday, 21 August 1992

The boom was towed into position in the morning, again using Sea Truck and land
line. The wind was estimated at 15-20 knots and wave heights were approximately 0.3m
(1 foot). There was also a large amount of floating river weed. Some difficulty was
encountered in towing due to the winds but primarily due to fouling of tether cables with
weeds, which increased the drag on the lines sufficient to break a shackle, and caused
fouling of the floats. The land line was also not attached to the same position as the tow

out conducted the previous day.

The boom was anchored in a position facing into the wind using a lighter anchor
than used in the Wednesday test. Weeds were cut away from the fouled tether lines.
The broken tether line was re-attached but at a position which reduced its length by
approximately 2m, which restricted the closing of the boom.

As with the previous trial, a manoeuvring test was conducted with boom; again
good control was maintained. The tether ropes were noted to assist in controlling the
boom as, when taut, the prevailing thrust on one arm will act to pull opposite arm with it.
This is of particular value when pressure must be maintained on the forward
(containment) side of the boom.

Pressures were monitored for varying pump moter RPM, and nozzle combinations.
The results are present in Table 1. Another set of pressure gauges were fitted, with a
maximum range of 1000 psi. While awaiting arrival of skimmer, pressure to barrier was
maintained. As can be seen from the data in Table 1, there was a relatively minor
variation in pressure between the nozzle arms for any given combination of nozzles.
However the magnitudes were sensitive to the motor RPM. The influence of the wind and
waves on the boom can be seen from the pressures required to maintain an equilibrium
position with boom centred on the anchor position, with slack on the anchor line.

While awaiting the arrival of the skimmer, the pump was left idling, with light water
pressure from the nozzles, appropriately distributed to each arm to maintain an
equilibrium position. Control of the barrier was maintained with light pressures, which
were about 200 psi maximum at the manifold.

A spill was simulated using approximately 3/4 ofsbarrel of canola oil spilled from
a Sea Truck located upwind of the barrier. : The sequence of events is diagrammed in
Figure 13. The barrier was initially positioned close to the dockside, facing into the river.
Weather conditions persisted, with substantial wave reflection from the dock wall; this may
have resulted in wave heights in excess of those measured at the wave buoy location due
io constructive interference between the incident and reflected waves. Some oil escaped
hetween the end of boom arm inshore and the dock wall until the spill was forced away

~ from the wall.
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Figure 14: Photographs of Spill Simulation - Friday, 21 August, 1992
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it was later observed from the videotape that the spray action from the nozzles
appeared to interact with the waves incident on the boom arms to create a standing wave
in front of the waterjet barrier. This standing wave appeared to have a significant effect
in containing the oil, although it may have more of a role in deflecting the oil. The float
behaviour was also significant. Despite a relatively severe chop resulting from the
interference of the incident waves with waves reflected from the dock wall, a steady spray
action was maintained due to the low motion characteristics of the floats. This can be
attributed to the smail waterplane area of the floats. - The weathervaning action of the
floats was limited due to the confused wave conditions and possibly some interferences

with the tether cables. -\, ... o @

The spill was carefully driven away from the wall into the river, until the umbilical
hose was fully extended. At that point some oil began 1o escape around the outboard
end of the boom. The boom angle and orientation was generally maintained by varying
pressure on the back nozzles only, although at times it was necessary to reduce the
pressure on the outboard forward nozzles by about 100 psi because of a lack of slack
umbilical hose. No oil loss resulted from this pressure variation. The pressures recorded
during the test are shown in Table 1;the pump engine was running at 1400 - 1600 RPM,
depending on the manitoid settings. The oil lost around the outboard end of the boom
might have been contained with more umbilical hose, as it became impossible to either
chase the oil or change the orientation of the boom because of the restricted hose length.

Some oil was eventually lost through the apex of the boom. Containment might
have been prolonged with a more concentrated jet spray in the centre, but it is postulated
that oil would eventually reach a sufficient concentration in the apex to force its way under
the waterjet. This is not necessarily a problem, as an oil skimmer can position behind the
apex to collect the oil; this tactic was demonstrated by the skimmer during this trial. The
concentration of oil by the barrier should facilitate skimming.

It is conservatively estimated that 80 - 90% of the oil was contained between the
boom arms. A videotape record was taken from the Sea Truck, complemented by still

photographs from the dock; refer to Figure 14. The trial was conducted for about 30

minutes, until a steady containment, constrained by the umbilical hose length, was
evident. Clean up by the skimmer then proceeded. The boom was towed back to the
small craft basin without incident.
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TABLE 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS ; 17 - 21 August 1992

Date:

Principal
Activity

Hs (m)

Wave Height

Maximum
Wave Height
Hmax (m)

Average
Modal Period
Tm (s)

Observed
wind Speed
(knots)

19/8/92
19/8/92;
19/8/92
19/8/92]
19/8/92
20/8/92]
20/8/92]
21/8/92]
21/8/92
21/8/82
21/8/92,
21/8/92]
21/8/92
21/8/92
21/8/92]
21/8/92

1. Wave Data sampled f

. or 8 minutes, starting every 20 minutes
2. Refer to Figure 7 in text for general location of Wave Buoy.

30 metres off pier, from CCGS SIMCCE
5 metres off pier, Dockside pump position
50 metres off pier, Dockside pump position
Mid-Channel, off CCG base
At wave buoy position
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4.3 Local Conditions

The local environmental conditions prevailing at CCG Prescott during the 1992
trials is reported in , .
Table 2.

Wave data for the trials was measured by a DFO omni-directional wave buoy,
which measured wave heights for 8 minutes at 20 minute intervals. The post-processing
of the collected spectral data was performed by the Marine Environmental Data Service
(MEDS) of DFO. The wave data consists of:

a) The mean significant wave height, calculated for the spectral wave height data
measured over the time period of each trial.

b) The maximum wave height measured at the time of each trial.

c) The average modal period at the time of each trial.

Time histories of the wave height data were also obtained; a selection is presented as
part of Appendix C. As noted in Section 4.2, the buoy was located in a position where
it was exposed to the same general wave conditions as the test sites. However it was
not exposed to some the wave reflection effects that were encountered, particularly during
the final test day. Thus the barrier was operated in wave conditions that featured slightly
steeper wave conditions with higher peak wave heights.

As can be seen from Table 2, the wave data varied between test days. In general,
conditions were described as typical by the local CCG staff.

Current readings were taken using an electronic current meter deployed from one
of the work boats. The current readings relative to a shore position are shown as part
of Table 2. These current velocities were measured in the local back eddy prevailing off

~ the CCG Prescott base, which is upstream to the main current direction of the river.

Wind speeds were recorded from the CCG Radio weather report. Data from the local
ship's anemometer was not obtained.

To summarize, the boom was operated in a range of realistic conditions of winds
and waves and current. It has not yet been operated in high currents or severe wind and
wave, such that the performance of the boom was directly limited. The conditions were
severe enough to cause problems during deployment activity, but most of the problems
resulted from design limitations with the "demonstration” prototype, which could be
rectified in an "operational” prototype.
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4.4

Trial Results

The objectives of Sub-Tasks 1 and 2 of the test plan were achieved during the
trials. The waterjet barrier demonstrated that it could be controiled and contain oil
in "realistic” wind and wave conditions, in light currents.

The oil containment capability of the barrier was demonsirated for a modest
quantity of fight oil, in waves and in calm water. The ability to direct and divert the
spill was demonstrated. The oil loss that occurred at the apex was sufficiently
concentrated for effective clean-up by a skimmer.

The waterjet barrier was demonstrated to be highly manoeuvrable when operating
in a combination of moderate wind and waves, and light current. Mobility (and
therefore oil containment) was constrained by the large pump system and a limited
length of umbilical hose. Further development of the waterjet barrier should
consider elimination of a separate pump system and integration of the pump
system into a support vessel, through the vessel's firefighting or bilge pumping
systems. This would result in a mobile barrier/support vessel combination that
would be fully capable of pursuing and controlling a slick. Ultimately, the support
vessel might also contain the spill clean-up equipment. The size of the current
pump system greatly reduces the mobility of the barrier system; there is a question
as to the pump size required.

The mid-river deployment, intended to expose the boom to high current conditions
(Sub-Task 3) was not achieved during these trials. The limits on operations in a
high current should be part of any future trial program. In these trials, the support
ship scheduling did not allow for the suggested flexibility in the test plan; risks were
taken with the prototype that resulted in damage to the boom and cancellation of
the mid-river trial. Ideally, if the ship were only available mid-week, the initial
phases of the trials should have commenced the previous week.

Apart from the above general comments concerning performance, there were a

series of observations regrading the performance of specific components of the waterjet
barrier during the trials:

5.

The airfoil floats demonstrated a capability to maintain adequate spray action in
the prevailing wave conditions, by "platforming” in the waves. This raises doubts
about the necessity for flexible connections between the boom structure elements;
the introduction of rigid connections in the fater trials did not have any negative
effect and appeared to improve behaviour during towing. An "operaticnal
prototype should include the use of simpler, rigid connections between elements,
possibly with some flexible connections if the boom arm lengths are much larger
than those tested.
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10.

11.

12.

The "weathervaning” characteristics of the floats was demonstrated in waves, light
current, and manoeuvring. It. was suggested that the limitation on the
weathervaning angle may have been too restricted (ie. the stops were set too
closely), as they were based on the previous 1991 experience during assembly.
It was felt that some of the towing problem could be attributed to the fact that the
floats were not free to weathervane sufficiently. This suggests that the limitation
system might be revised, perhaps with different settings for assembly and for
operation. Alternative limit arrangements are discussed in Section 5.

The float construction proved robust, and apart from some wear on the fibreglass
shells due to contact with the cement quay during the 1991 trial, were undamaged.
The strength of the float pin attachment was demonstrated during towing, when
some of the float were oriented perpendicular to the tow direction.

The replacement of the central apex "deep” float by a more stable float consisting
of twin disks performed well throughout the trial. However there is a concern that
drag and stability problems may occur during towing or during operation in high-
velocity currents. The twin disks should probably be replaced by a pair of airfoil
floats to reduce the drag.

The revised system for flotation of the umbilical hoses, consisting of "catamaran®
airfoil floats worked well throughout the trials.

The use of "clip-on” floats using inflatable fenders to support the remainder of the
umbilical hose also proved very successful. There is a concern about the drag of
the specific arrangement used during these trials when operating in high velocity
currents.  An alternative based circular sections might have lower drag
characteristics.

During the trials the water pressures measured at the pump manifold ranged from
400 - 750 psi with the pump operating at a normal speed (1200 - 1600 RPM). At|
no time during the spill exercise was the pressure on the forward {containment)
nozzle lines allowed to drop below 500 psi. Pressure on the back nozzle line was
varied widely to control the position and orientation of barrier. In each of the test
conditions it was possible to set an "equilibrium™ disposition of line pressures that
would maintain a constant bearing and orientation of the boom. The pressure
gauges on each line proved to be useful control devices and shouid be retained.

The three original valve controls on the pump manifold were found to be more
difficult to operate than the replacement valve, which had a different handle

arrangement and range of movement. Replacement of the other old valves should
be considered.
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13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

The nozzles and hoses should be stored with care, as debris and dirt accumulate
readily in them and serious impair performance. A set of plastic caps for each
nozzle and for the hose ends would have eliminated this problem.

The feasibility of anchoring the waterjet barrier (combined with the tethering of the
arms) was demonstrated in these trials. It proved of particular value during the
connection of the umbilical hoses to the pump, as it kept the boom in position
despite the prevailing wind. Once the waterjet barrier was connected and
operational, the movement of the boom was not restricted as there was sufficient
slack in the anchor line.

It was also observed that once the waterjet barrier was operational, it could be
kept on position (in the prevailing conditions) with relatively low line pressures (200
psi). There may be situations where large movement in the boom position are
anticipated, such that it may desirable to either disconnect the anchor or simply
use the workboat to position the boom without anchoring, and employ the waterjet
action (at low pressure) to maintain position. In addition, the experience off the
SIMCOE where control of the boom was lost while trying to raise anchor suggests
that use of a large anchor should be avoided.

The system of tethering the boom arms to restrict their movement to acceptable
limits was also demonstrated successfully during the trials. This arrangement
maintained the boom shape while the hose lines were disconnected. A further
benefit was derived in manoeuvring the barrier when operational, as the boom
could be controlled by varying the pressure on the back nozzles, which would then
pull the opposite arm when the tether was taut. This allowed full pressure to be
maintained on the forward (containment) nozzles, which should improve the
containment efficiency [Ref.5]. There were problems with the tether system fitted
to the prototype. The rope lengths may not have been correct, particularly for
towing, and there was a tendency for the slack ropes to become fouled with
weeds. In some cases the loads on the tethers were sufficient to fail the metal
snap fittings. Heavier fittings and an aiternative connection system are discussed
in Section 5.

Towing of the waterjet boom into position will be an attractive deployment option,
compared with the difficulty associated with assembling the boom in rough
weather. However considerable difficulty was experienced in attempting to tow to
the boom with a single vessel. Alternative towing arrangements were proposed,
involving two vessels (or tow points) to both tow and maintain orientation of boom.
Other modifications to facilitate towing may include increased weathervaning
angles, reduction of tether rope length (for towing only), and possible increase in
float fin area. Heavier fittings for towing the boom may also be appropiiate.

‘These are described in greater detail in Section 5.
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18.

Some of the current teflon bearings fitted in the pin connections of the boom arms
were extruded or forced out of their seats under the stress of assembly/
disassembly and from towing. Where the flexibie joint system is to be retained,
as at the apex, the current teflon bearings should be replaced by a more durable
material. A "spacer” bar between to inner plates of the joints should aiso be
introduced. '
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5.0

5.1

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

An oil spill containment system based on high pressure waterjets and a revised
flotation system was successfully demonstrated under realistic environmental
conditions at CCG Prescott in August 1992. The essential components of this
waterjet barrier design were:

a) High pressure nozzles separated on 2.4m (8) centres, controlled from a central
manifold.

b) Streamiined floats, widely separated and free to weathervane over restricted
range of angles. ,

¢) A rigid support structure for the hoses.

d) A system of tether ropes to assist in control of the barrier.

e) Optional use of an anchor to maintain boom position.

The system proved to be highly manoeuvrable and capable of containing light
(canola} oil.

The performance of the waterjet barrier during these trials warrants further testing
to establish the effective performance envelope for the system. Recommendations
for such a test program are inciuded in Section 5.2 below.

The most serious problems encountered with the prototype occurred during
assembly and deployment of the barrier. Recommendations for deployment
procedures based on these experiences are described in Section 5.3. Features
facilitating deployment are also discussed in the following section (Section 5.4).

The prototype was developed as a "concept demonstrator”. A number of aspects

of the design would require revision or refinement in a commercial, "operational”
model. Some of these features are discussed in Section 5.4. '
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5.2 Recommendations for a Performance Evaluation Test Program

The definition of the performance envelope is essential to further development of
the waterjet barrier. To be commercially feasible, the complexity of the waterjet barrier
system must be offset by a performance capability that exceeds current spill barrier
technology. A drawback of field trials is that there is no control over the environmental
conditions. The most efficient way of defining the performance envelope will be to
conduct a series of systematic laboratory tests, where control parameters can be varied.

Among the parameters to be investigated in order to define the limits on control
and containment effectiveness are:

A. Environmental Parameters:

1. Current Velocity.

2. Wave Heights - recognizing there is a relationship to wind speed, which cannot be
modelled well in the lab.

3. Wave Steepness - height to wave length ratio, recognizing there may be an upper
limit related to the mixing of the oil.

B. Spill Containment Effectiveness Parameters: to be varied with the environmental
parameters.

Nozzle Pressures.

Arm containment angle.

Spilled liquid properties; density, viscosity.
Quantity of spilled liquid. .

Bl

It is recommended that the tests proposed for OHMSETT attempt to define the
performance limits to the extent possible. Further testing at OHMSETT, possibly
supplemented by towing and seakeeping tests at a conventional model testing basin
would also be recommended, until a definite limiting performance envelope is defined.
A possible site for conventional (ie. no spill tests) trials would be at the Institute for Marine
Dynamics (IMD) in St. John’s, Newfoundland, which features both a large seakeeping
basin and a towing tank. In addition there is the flume tank at the Marine Institute in St.
John’s.
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Once the performance envelope is defined, the commercial feasibility of the
concept can be determined. The feasibility will be demonstrated if it can be shown that
the waterjet barrier can maintain a high degree of manoeuvrability and spill containment
effectiveness in high currents and/or large wave conditions while operating at reasonable
nozzle pressures. The experience of the field trials suggests that the waterjet barrier
should be used as a mobile containment system, in tandem with a skimmer, referred to
as a Type Ill sweep system boom in Reference [9]. A large scale version of the concept
would face problems in maintain nozzle pressures at the extremities, and deployment
difficulties.

If feasible, the results of the tests can be used as general operating guidelines.
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Figure 15: Options For Towing the Boom

44




5.3 Recommendations for Deployment Procedures

A number of features were introduced or evoived to facilitate the deployment of the
hoom. These included the use of an anchor, tether ropes, float weathervaning limits, and
towing. There are two main issues concerning deployment of the waterjet barrier, based

on the experience of the previous trials:

A. Ease of assembly.
B. Positioning of the Boom prior to connection of the umbilical hoses.

The issue of the ease of assembly can be resolved primarily by simplification of the
connections in the boom arms, and weight reduction. These measures would facilitate
on-site assembly from the deck of a work boat, as originally envisaged. Details are

discussed in Section 5.4.

Positioning the boom is related to the issue of towing. A number of options were
identified, and are diagrammed in Figure 15. The experience from the trials suggested
that a towing arrangement involving two boats would be most favourable, and two

possible arrangements were identified:

a) A vessel on each arm of the boom, towing in parallel; there is a concern about
maintaining station off one another, particularly in a current.

by One (larger) vessel towing from the apex, providing the primary tow force, and
another (small) boat on one arm to provide directional control. It is thought that
the role of the second, smaller, boat could be well fulfilled by a Rigid Inflatable
Boat (RIB or "Zodiac") as it also has a low freeboard which would facilitate the
handling of ropes on the boom; the inflated collar would act as an effective fender

against the boom structure.

A single vessel towing system may also be feasible if modifications are madse to the
tethering system, such as the use of heavier fittings and possibly a means of shortening
the cable length; and if the weathervaning limits on the floats are adjusted. Possible
single vessel tow configurations include:

c) A“diamond" tow arrangement, where the tow cable is attached to the centre ofthe
forward tether rope; when towed, all the tethers would be taut, maintaining the
boom shape. There may stillbe a problem maintaining the boom orientation to the

tow direction.

d) A "side tow", where the weathervaning restrictions are used to assist the tow boat
in maintaining the tow direction.

45



Boom Arm Slung

from Davits
Lashed 1o \

Gunwale

Davits
{3 per side)

PLAN VIEW

Bow Ramp

Umbilicai
Structures and
Hoses Stored on
Deck

16a: A “Dry Tow” Using a Typical “Sea Truck” Workboat - Boom Arms Slung From Davits

Support
Cables

Arm

3 = T
e Boom

I I

16b: Use of a “Strong Back” to Deploy Boom Sub-Assemblies From A Large Support Vessel

Figure 16: Options for Deploying the Boom - “Dry Tow”

46




=

ety

o

At some point in any further development of the Waterjet barrier, considerable benefit
would be derived from a series of towing trials to establish feasible towing configurations.

There are also other deployment options, best referred to as "dry tows”, as shown
in Figure 16. One option considered during the trials was to sling the boom arms from
davits on a'large Sea Truck, and piace the umbilical structure on the work deck. The
boom would then be carried to the spill site and would involve a minimum of on-site
assembly. Another option is feasible if a large support vessel is on-site, such as a large
buoy tender (possibly to provide the pump support). The boom would be stored as large
sub-assemblies (arms) on deck and would be lifted into the water with the aid of a "strong
back" or dedicated cable support system. This option is most feasible with a rigidly-
connected structure, and again would be intended to limit the amount of on-site assembly
in an exposed location.
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5.4 lIssues concerning the Development of an "Operational” Prototybe

In the process of designing, fabricating, and testing the waterjet barrier prototype
used in this project, some thought was given to features that might be required to
produce a "production-grade" version of the waterjet barrier. The objective of introducing
these features would be to reduce the labour required to fabricate the barrier, and the
total cost of the waterjet barrier; and to reduce the level of effort and time required to
assemble and deploy the waterjet barrier. These features can be categorized into two
classes: :

A. Revisions to major components.
B. Changes in detail design.

There were four aspects of the waterjet barrier that were identified as areas that
might benefit from a major revision. These were:

1.  Elimination of, or a reduction in size, of the dedicated pump/diesel engine set. The
current pump is the highest cost item of the waterjet barrier system, and the main
restriction on mobility. Where appropriate, integration of the waterjet barrier into
an existing ship’s system, such as a firefighting or ballast pumping system should
be investigated. This may introduce a requirement for a booster pump to meet the
requirement for a high volume, high pressure system. Current pump arrangements
on potential support vessels, such as fishing vessels, tugs, and buoy tenders
should be investigated. Based on the trials experience, the uitimate system may
integrate the skimmer/clean up craft with the waterjet barrier.

For shoreside operations in the absence of large support vessels, a dedicated
pump will still be required. In this case, an alternate pumping system made of a
combination of pumps would be more mobile. Compatibility with multi-use pumps
or shore based fire-fighting units, or rental of pumps as required, may also be a
more commercially aftractive option.

2. Revision of the design of the current rigid structure, o reduce the volume and
fabrication effort; ideally with some reduction of weight. The use of composite
materials should be considered; it may be possible to filament-wind a composite
shell around the high pressure hoses that would provide sufficient rigidity and
strength. A set of laboratory mechanical tests could evaluate alternative
structures.

3. Replacement of the current finely threaded hose connectors with a system that is
more easily and rapidly connected, based on a "cam-lock” or a coarse interrupted
thread. Again, alternative arrangements and materials could be evaluated in the
laboratory.
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Replacement of the current pin-joint connections, except at the apex, by a rigid
connection that is simpler and more rapidly connected. Integration of the pin from
the float pivot into the connection should be considered.

There were a series of detail changes identified during the trials, which have

largely been alluded to in previous sections. These detail changes would include:

a)

b)

d)

f)

Revision of the weathervaning controi systems on the boom arm floats. Primary
control would be based on the tail fin cables. To reduce the risk of chafing on the
fins, metal linkages should be fitted with the snap connectors. Two sets of snap
connectors could be placed on the end of the tail fin cable; one that would be
connected to restrict movement during assembly and then disconnected, and a
second connector that would then be attached and would allow a larger
weathervaning angie during operations. The pin-stop arrangement would only be
retained as a redundant system in case the tail fin cables fail, and would not
generally limit the weathervaning action. The weathervaning angles should be
increased for operations, and oriented with respect to the angle of the boom arm.

Redesign the central float to consist of a pair of the standard airfoil floats; the
stability of the twin disk float can be retained by adequate separation of the
individual airfoil floats.

Obtain a set of "clip-on” floats based on a circular cross-section for flotation of the
umbilical hoses aft of the barrier. These type of floats are used by dredging
contractors to float their shore hoses.

Refurbishment and redesign of the pump manifold to incorporate: properly sized
pressure gauges; new vaives, similar to the current single replacement version;
arrangement of the valve handles for ease of access; and labelling for the hoses.
Ultimately a hydraulic remote control system should be consider that would permit
operation of the barrier from a high vantage point such as the support vessel's
bridge.

Obtain a set of plastic or metal caps for the nozzles and hose connections for
protection during storage.

Revision of the tether rope system for the boom arms. Heavier connectors should
be installed. A self-tensioning mechanism or the use of an elastic segment should
be investigated as a means of taking the slack in a tether rope, to avoid the
problem of fouling by weeds or debris. An additional set of connectors might also
be introduced to permit shortening of the tether ropes for towing.

Installation of appropriate cleats and eye holts to facilitate lifting and towing.
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h) Instailation of spacer bars to the joints at the apex structure to prevent collapse of
the pin bearing plates, and in the introduction of more durable pin bearings to
replace the current soft teflon rings.

As can be seen from this discussion, considerable effort still remains to produce
a commercial, production grade version of the waterjet barrier. This effort can only be
justified by identification of a unique performance capability, that cannot currently be met
by any other containment system.
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FTL File: 3922
Meeting Minutes
Meeting Date and Location: August 26, Fleet Technology Limited’s office in Kanata.

Attendees: M. Punt, Environment Canada
G. Comfort, Fleet Technology Limited
B. Paterson, Fleet Technology Limited

1. The status of the project was reviewed. The prototype waterjet barrier was
completed and a preliminary deployment was conducted at Lac Deschenes on the
Ottawa River on August 9. A number of problems were encountered and modifications
were made to the barrier.

A more extensive deployment was then conducted at the CCG base in Prescott,
Ontario during the August 20-23 period. These trials were attended by M. Punt (Env.
Cda), J. Latour and R. Amell of CCG, R. Dallas (CPA) and G. Comfort and R. Abdelnour
{of FTL). The barrier was initially assembled in an area that was subjected to wave
action. Problems were encountered and another location with near-calm water
conditions was selected as the deployment site.

Much was learned from this work, as summarized below:

(@)  In general, the deployment was successful However, some refinements to the
barrier are required.

(b)  Initially, the barrier had stability problems in the absence of a current and the
presence of a wind as the floats tended to become oriented "broadside”. They
became aligned with the barrier arm and as a result had low stability. The
barrier flipped over in some cases.

This problem was resolved by installing limits on the floats to restrict their
rotation to about +45 degrees. This allowed then to "weathervane" in the current
to some extent but not to become aligned with the barrier arm.

(¢)  The floats "weathervaned” freely when towed or the barrier was driven by the
waterjets.

(d)  The barrier floats maintained an even tr1rn and kept the nozzles about 8" above
the water surface.

(e) The umbilical floats were higher than anticipated in the water. This occured a5
the umbilical hoses were continuous during the deployment as opposed to being
segmented in 8 lengths withy “Hence, several more fittings which would add
weight (which was the assumed design case). This produced a relatively large
sail area which made it sensitive to wind action, and is hence, undesirable.






The barrier was stable in waves up to about 0.6m high (after limits were installed
on the floats) and waves passed through the barrier freely without inducing
significant pitching motions.

= (g)  The pump was started and water was sprayed through the arms of the barrier. C
The arms of the barrier could be opened and closed as desired. A number of
refreshments are required to the pump system as described in item 2.

- refirdsshments

2. The following recommendations were made for improving the waterjet barrier:

Floatation System - (a) The umbilical floats should be replaced with a smaller float (the

existing Env. Cda disc floats were suggested) to reduce the freboard X
of the umbilical and to reduce its drag. Le

(b) The apex structure should be redesigned [required as a result of
(a)]

Foot
Pump System - (a) The ﬂ;at valve should be refurbished or replaced to avoid the )(

requirement for pnmmg the pump.

(b) The intake housing appears to be cracked (as water sprayed out
of it) and should be repaired.

(c) Pressure gauges should be added at the manifold to each of the
. four water hoses for the waterjet barrier. , <.

(d) The waterspray from the barrier arms was uneven and some of
= the nozzles were blocked. The nozzles should be deaned and
replaced as required.

-~ (e) The diesel engine was difficult to start and the starter had to be
"shorted" across its terminals. The ignition system should be
checked over by a mechanic.

3. Approaches for continuing and completing the project were discussed. It was
decided that testing at the OHMSETT facility was not the preferred approach as:

(a)  Startup of this facility has been delayed and the OHMSETT tank is not expected
to be operational until at least mid-November. This would probably cause the
project to be delayed until 1992.

(b)  The issues that are considered to merit the most attention are related to the
operational performance (ie. stability, station-keeping, manoeuvrability) of the
barrier in waves and currents. The OHMSETT tank is relatively narrow (ie. 65

. ft. wide) which makes it difficult to perform this type of evaluation reliably for

the waterjet barrier.







It was decided that testing should be continued at Prescott, Ontario. The
following tasks were identified for Phase II of the project: ‘

® Task 1 - Prelimiﬁary Deployments

* Task 2 - Barrier Modifications

¢ Task 3 - Trial beployments at Prescott
* Task 4 - Reporting

It was decided to spill canola oil during tjf# task 3 if the required approvals could
be obtained. M. Punt undertook to obtain this.
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" /FTU  FLEET TECHNOLOGY LIMITED

I

_ ' BY FAX ‘

h Ms. Monique Punt FTL File: 3922
Environment Canada

— River Road Environmental Technology Centre

3439 River Road
Ottawa, Ontario

- KI1A 0H3

: Re: Redesign, Construction and Testing of a
S | Prototype Waterjet Barrier

Dear Ms. Punt:

o

Minutes from cur meeting have been prepared and are attached.

As requested, we have prepared a revised outline statement of work for'Phas_e I of the
project, as follows: '

* Task 1 - Preliminary Deplovment: The waterjet barrier will be deployed at Lac

, Deschenes and Prescott, Ontario to gain experience with several important operational
o aspects, such as:

@ Deployment methods and ease of deployment

i

(b)  Itsstability, mandeuvrability and station-keeping in the presence of winds, waves
and currents.

() The operation and spray pattern of the waterjet barrier’s arms
The performance of the waterjet barrier will be observed and documented.

- »_Task 2 - Modifications - Modifications will be made to the waterfet barrier as
appropriate following the results of task 1 (as described in the attached minutes).

 FTL will:

@ Replace the umkbilical fioats with the existing disc floats (of Env. Canada’s). It is

o understoed that the CCG will provide up to one manday of welder support for
-' this work.

e

- 311 Legget Drive, Kanata, Ontario K2K 128 Telephone: (613) 592-2830 Facsimile: {613) 5824950
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* () Redesign and replace the apex structure.

It is understood that the other improvements (as described in the attached minutes) will
be handled directly by Environment Canada.

o Task 3 -Trials At Prescott: The waterjet barrier will be reassembled and redeployed at
the CCG base at Prescott. Canola oil will be spilled if the required approval can be

obtained.

The waterjet barrier will first be deployed in a slip where there are relatively caim
conditions. It will then be redeployed off the dock where currents and waves are
present. Finally, it is proposed to deploy the barrier from a ship at the CCG base

(depending on approval by the CCG.

o Task 4 - Reporting: An engineering report will be prepared in four copies to Env.
Canada’s standards that documents the scope, approach and results of the project. The
report will document both phases of the project.

The proposed schedule for the above Phase 2 work is as follows: .

Milestone _ Date
Task 1 complete ' Sept. 6, 1991
Task 2 complete Sept. 30, 1991
Task 3 complete Oct. 31, 1991
Task 4 complete
¢ Draft report delivered Dec. 15, 1991
» Comments received Jan. 15, 1592 -
« Final report delivered Jan. 31, 1991 2

‘A detailed cost breakdown for the revised Phase 2 work is attached. A firm price
contract is proposed with invoices submitted following the achievement of the above
project milestones. The invoice amounts for each task are shown on the attached cost

breakdown.

We trust that this leter provides the information you require. Flease do not hesitate to
contact me if questions arise. : _

Yours truly,
GEORGE COMFORT, P.Eng.
Manager, CRTC

GC:sh
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TEST PLAN FOR FIELD TRIALS OF WATERJET BARRIER

Location: CCG Prescott, Prescott Ontario
Expected Test Date: March 1992

Task Breakdown

It is anticipated that the trials will be conducted in three sub-tasks, with each
subsequent sub-task subject to the results of the previous test phase. Each sub-task is
described with individual tasks below.

A certain level of flexibility is required in the schedule to allow for lost time due to
weather and breakdowns. A total time of 5 days is projected for preparation and testing.

Sub-Task 1 - Deployment of Waterjet Barrier in Small Craft Basin - CCG Prescott

Objectives:

1. To test flotation and control of the barrier following the 1991 modifications to the
original design.

2. To record operating water pressures and correlate with boom movement in still
water conditions. '

Sub-Task 1 Tasks:

1 - Deployment of Barrier

The boom will be launched in the small craft basin. Effort will be directed at a "dry
launch® ie. no personnel in the water. A work boat ("Sea Truck") will be required along
with a small boat to facilitate deployment. Care will be taken to record the connection of
the barrier hoses to the pump manifold for recording operating pressures.

2 - Barrier Operation

With the waterjet barrier in operation, flotation and attitude will be recorded with
photographs and videotape. Videotape will also be used to record the mobility and
control of the barrier under various pump manifold settings and pressures. Pressures will
be recorded from the gauges on each hoses at the manifold. The barrier will be operated
to:

- vary the boom containment angle _

- change the barrier position against some shore references, to estimate speed.

- manoeuvred 1o change the barrier angle
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Sub-Task 1 (Continued)

3 - Performance Review

Review boom performance following the trial. Modifications may be identified, and
implemented (if feasible) at the CCG base.

Duration: From experience, Tasks 1 and 2 may take an entire day. The review
component of Task 3 will happen the following day and should take less
than 2 hours. Modifications will only take place if they can be executed
within that day or are absolutely essential for continuing the test program.
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TEST PLAN FOR FIELD TRIALS OF WATERJET BARRIER - Page 2

Sub-Task 2 - Deployment of Waterjet Barrier in the River off the Jetty -
CCG Prescott

Objectives:

1. To test flotation, stability, and control of the batrrier in the prevailing current, wind,
and waves from a shore location. Note: It is anticipated that the barrier will be
anchored during this deployment. Rationale for using an anchoring system is
provided below. -

2. To record operating water pressures and correlate with boom movement under the
prevailing environmental conditions.

3. To test the ability of the barrier to confine a spill under the prevailing environmental
conditions, using canola oil to simulate a modest oil spill. To determine the
minimum operating pressure for effective confinement.

Rationale for Anchoring the Waterjet Barrier:

From experience with previous deployments, it is felt that anchoring the waterjet barrier
in position would improve the deployment procedure without significantly restricting the
mobility of the barrier. The general idea is shown in Figure 1. A small boat anchor (or
anchors) would be placed upstream from the barrier position such that it would hold the
barrier in position prior to starting the pump. The shape of the barrier would be
maintained with the assistance of some restraining ropes run between each boom arm.
When the pump has been started and the waterjets are active, the barrier can be
manoeuvred around the anchor position, or driven upstream over the anchor (conditions
permitting).

Sub-Task 2 Task Breakdown:

1 - Preparation

a) Load work boat(s) with current meter, anchor and cable, and canola oil.

b} Prepare Wave Buoy for deployment. This will invoive liaison with DFO personnel
who will deploy the buoy. '

c) Prepare boom for towing. Disconnect from pump (attach flotation to umbilical
hoses if necessary). Attach restraining ropes and anchor fitting to boom arms.

d) Deploy video Camera to vessel's crowsnest or to "cherry picker", as required.






e) Prepare containment measures for canola spill. It is expected that this will consist
of a boom for shore protection.

Some of these tasks can occur concurrent with Task 3 of Sub-Task 1.






TEST PLAN FOR FIELD TRIALS OF WATERJET BARRIER - Page 3
Sub-Task 2 (Continued)

2 - Move Pump

The pump will be moved from its location alongside the small craft basin to a better
location for this stage of testing. Two options exist for re-locating the pump:

1. Place on the outer quay, as shown in the sketch, Figure 2.
2. Place on the working deck of the Buoy tending Vessel to be used in the Sub-Task
3 deployment - perform Sub-Task 2 trials while vessel is alongside the quay.

The decision will largely depend on the vessel positions and schedule at the time of the
test. The ability to confine the canocla oil will be another factor.

3 - Deploy Wave Buoy; Obtain Wind data

The wave buoy will be deployed prior to the tests in the position shown in Figure 2, with
sufficient time to initialize the instruments and begin readings. A workboat will be
required for deployment. To be operated by DFO personnei?

Wind speed and direction will be recorded from shore instruments.

4 - Positioning of Wateriet Boom

The waterjet boom will be towed out of the small craft basin by one or two workboats

~ (subject to advice of CCG personnel). Exireme care will be required to avoid damage by
striking the quay or by towing improperly; see sketch in Figure 1. The boom will be towed
to the approximate position for the tests; then the anchor will be dropped and the boom -
moored in place. The work boat will then transfer the umbilical hoses for connection with
the pump.

S5A - Barrier Operation - Control Tests

With the waterjet barrier in operation, flotation and attitude will again be recorded with
photographs and videotape. The mobility and control of the barrier under various pump
manifold settings and pressures will be investigated, noting the influence of the
environmental conditions on the behaviour of the barrier. Manifold water pressures will
be recorded. As in the still water tests, the barrier will be operated to:

- vary the boom containment angle

- change the barrier position against some shore references, to estimate speed.
- manoeuvred to change the barrier angle to the current
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TEST PLAN FOR FIELD TRIALS OF WATERJET BARRIER - Page 4
Sub-Task 2 (Continued)

5B - Barrier Operation - Spill Containment Test

Provided the waterjet barrier demonstrates adequate control behaviour (Task 5A), the
next step will be to test its spill confinement capability under the prevailing environmental
conditions. With the back-up spill protection measures in place, a work boat will proceed
upstream of the waterjet barrier and begin spilling canola oil. The effectiveness of the
barrier in containing the spill will be monitored using a high-angle videotape camera.
Variables such as boom angle and waterjet pressure will be varied. Effectiveness will be
defined by the amount of canola oil escaping from the barrier, and the location where the
escape has occurred.

5C - Deployment of Current Meter (concurrent with Tasks 5A and 5B)

At various instances during the barrier operation, a (small) work boat will deploy the
current meter at positions across the breadth of the barrier. Current velocity and
approximate position will be recorded.

6 - Canola Spill Clean-up

7 - Dismantling of Waterjet Barrier

Subject to the weather and daylight remaining, there are two options for dismantling the
barrier: disassembly alongside the quay or deployment vessel using a work boat (Sea
truck); or tow the boom into a small craft basin for disassembly. The former option would
provide practice for the Sub-Task 3 deployment and may be easier in more calm
conditions; the latter option would allow postponement of the dismantling task to the
following day. A decision will have to made at the time.

8 - Performance Review

Review the boom performance following the trial in terms of control and containment
effectiveness. The decision to progress to Sub-Task 3 will be made. Modifications or
repairs may be identified, and implemented (if feasible) at the CCG base.

Duration: Because of the location of the tests, the deployment, testing, and recovery

of the barrier (Tasks 3 - 7) must occur in one day. Most of the preparations
and the movement of the pump can occur prior to the test day. Actual
dismantling of the boom may occur the following day, if it is towed back into
the small craft basin. The review component of Task 8 can happen the
following day and again should take less than 2 hours. Modifications and
repairs must take place within the Sub-Task 3 deployment vessel's activity
schedule or if they are absolutely essential.
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Sub-Task 3 - Mid-River Deployment of Waterjet Barrier - off CCG Prescott

Obijectives:

1.

To test flotation, stability, and control of the barrier in the prevailing current, wind,
and waves in a mid-river location. Note: It is again anticipated that the barrier will
be anchored during this deployment.

To record operating water pressures and correlate with boom movement under the
prevailing environmental conditions in a mid-river location.

To test the ability of the barrier to confine a spill in a mid-river location under the
prevailing environmental conditions, using canola oil to simulate a modest oil spill.
To determine the minimum operating pressure for effective confinement.

To evaluate deployment of the Waterjet barrier from a vessel in a deep water
location.

Sub-Task 3 Task Breakdown:

1 - Preparation

a)

b)

c)

d)

Load waterjet boom components on to deployment vessel; this may be the buoy
tending vessel if the freeboard of the working deck is sufficiently low. Alternatively
the boom will be loaded on a work boat (Sea truck) for deployment. A third
alternative discussed below, involving transfer of the boom sub-assemblies from

the buoy tender to a work boat for launching, would require loading on the buoy
tender.

Load work boat(s) with current meter, anchor and cabie, and canola oil.

Prepare Wave Buoy for deployment. Load on buoy tender. This item will be
subject to the availability of DFO personnel for set-up procedures.

Deploy video camera to vessel's crowsnest when required.

It is not expected that containment measures for the canola spill will be required.

Some of these tasks can occur concurrent with Task 8 of Sub-Task 2.
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Sub-Task 3 (Continued)

1.1 - Transfer of Pump to Buoy Tending Vessel

If Sub-Task 2 was conducted with the pump located on the outer quay, the pump will
have to be transferred to the buoy tender being used for the Sub-Task 3 deployment.

2 - Transfer to Test Location

Prior to the field trials, a location for the mid-river trials will have been selected and
agreed upon by the agencies involved in the trials. A proposed site is shown in Figure
3. After loading of equipment, the vessels involved in the tests (1 buoy tender, 1 Sea
truck, and 1 -2 other work boats) will move to the test site. :

Ideally the buoy tender will anchor at some angle to the current and/or waves; this should
provide a calmer area in the lee of the vessel for launching the boom. See Figure 4.

3 - Deploy Wave Buoy

The wave buoy will be deployed prior to the tests in the position shown in Figure 3, with
sufficient time to initialize the instruments and begin readings. A workboat will be
required for deployment. The use of the wave buoy in this sub-task will be subject to the
availability of DFO support, as noted above. :

4 - Wateriet Boom Assembly and Launch

Assembly of the waterjet rigid structure will occur on the working deck of the deployment
vessel (either the buoy tender or a Sea truck). Another alternative may be used if the
freeboard of the buoy tender is too high and there is insufficient deck area on the Sea
truck. This would involve assembly of the structural units on the buoy tender deck, which
would then be shifted down on to the Sea truck for attachment of the floats: the
assembled booem arms would then be launched and connected from the Sea truck.

Once assembled the waterjet boom will be anchored in position and the umbilical hoses
will be connected to the pump. Support for the umbilical hoses using the buoy tenders
landing boom posts shouid be investigated.
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Sub-Task 3 (Continued)

5A - Barrier Operation - Control Tests

With the waterjet barrier in operation, flotation and attitude will again be recorded (with
photographs and videotape) to assess the influence of the prevailing current and weather
conditions. The mobility and control of the barrier under varicus pump manifold settings
and pressures will be investigated, and manifold water pressures will be recorded. As
with previous tests, the barrier will be operated to:

- vary the boom containment angle

- change the barrier position against some ship-based reference points, to
estimate speed and positiocn away from deployment vessel.

- manoeuvred to change the barrier angle to the current

5B - Barrier Operation - Spill Containment Test

Provided the waterjet barrier demonstrates adequate control behaviour (Task 5A), the
next step will be to test its spill confinement capability under the prevailing environmental
conditions. A work boat will proceed upstream of the waterjet barrier and begin spilling
canola oil. The effectiveness of the barrier in containing the spill will be monitored using
the high-angle videotape camera. Variables such as boom angle and waterjet pressure
will be varied. Effectiveness will be defined by the amount of canola oil escaping from
the barrier, and the location where the escape has occurred.

SC - Deployment of Current Meter (concurrent with Tasks 5A and 5B)

At various instances during the barrier operation, a (small) work boat will deploy the
current meter at positions across the breadth of the barrier. Current velocity and
approximate position relative to the waterjet barrier will be recorded. Wind speed and
direction will be obtained from the deployment vessel's anemometer.

6 - Canola Spill Clean-up

If and as required.

7 - Dismantling of Waterjet Barrier

If weather and time permit, dismantling the waterjet barrier will be the reverse of the
assembly procedure. If pressed the individual arms could be lifted while still assembled
onto the buoy tender with the assistance of the ship’s crane.
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Sub-Task 3 (Continued)

8 - Return to Base, Storage of Waterjet Barrier

9 - Post- Trials Assessment

Duration:

Because of the location of the tests and the vessels involved, the
deployment, testing, and recovery of the barrier (Tasks 2 - 8) must occur
in one day. Most of the preparations and the movement of the pump can
occur prior to the test day. Storage of the boom may occur the following

day, but it will probably have to be removed from the buoy tender on the
test day.

The post-trials assessment (Task 9) is expected to cover all the trials

performed and would occur at either the FTL or Environment Canada
offices.
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Resources: A fist of equipment required for each Sub-Task is provided below. The
supplier will be indicated in brackets.

Sub-Task 1: Small Basin Deployment

Boats (CCG)
1 Sea truck
1 small boat (approx. 14")

Equipment
2 Videocameras (FTL/EC)

Miscellaneous (CCG)
fork lift (to shift hose)
small mobile crane

Sub-Task 2: Shore-side Deployment

Boats (CCQG) : _

1 Sea truck; A-frame may be required for deploying wave buoy and boom
1 or 2 Work boat(s)

1 small boat (approx. 14') with outboard motor.

Also; use of Buoy tender (if available) as shore base for waterjet pump. For about 1 day.

Equipment
2 Videocameras (FTL/EC)

1 or 2 small boat anchors (CCQG)

1 current meter (CCG)

1 Wave Buoy (supplied by DFO)

Canola Oil (supplied by EC)

1 -2 Bailloon Floats - for ends of umbilical hoses (CCG?)

Miscellaneous (CCGQG)

Fork lift (to shift hose)

Large mobile crane (to move pump unit)

"Cherry Picker" - if no high-angle vantage point for video is available.
Small hydraulfic hand crane (as alternative to A-frame on Sea truck)
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Resources: (Continued)

Sub-Task 3: Mid-River Deployment

Deployment Vessel

1 large Buoy Tender (CCGS SIMCOE?) - for 1 day trial, 0.5 day shoreside
loading/unioading.

Boats (CCG) .
1 Sea truck; A-frame may be required for deploying wave buoy and boom
1 Work boat (could be smaller than Sea truck)

Equipment
2 Videocameras (FTL/EC)

1 or 2 small boat anchors (CCG)

1 current meter (CCG)

1 Wave Buoy (supplied by DFO)

Canola Oil (supplied by EC) '

1 -2 Balloon Floats - for ends of umbilical hoses (CCG?)

Miscellaneoys (CCG)

Fork lift (to shift hose)

Large mobile crane (to move pump unit)

Small hydraulic hand crane (as alternative to A-frame on Sea truck)
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APPENDIX C:
Summary of Waterjet Barrier Trials

17-21 August 1992






SUMMARY OF WATERJET BARRIER TRIALS - AUGUST 17-21 1992

Overview of Activities: 17 - 21 August 1992, CCG Prescott

Monday, 17 August: Deployed Boom arms, pump equipment in small craft basin,
wave buoy in river.

Tuesday, 18 August: Completed boom assembly in small craft basin. Operated
boom, cleared and adjusted nozzles.

Wednesday, 19 August: Towed boom alongside CCGS SIMCOE at dock. Manoeuvring
trials alongside successful in windy conditions, light current.
Mid-river trial with simulated spill aborted due to structural
damage, towing problems.

Thursday, 20 August: Boom structure repaired, modified. Simulated spill alongside
CCG Prescott dock successfully contained in calm conditions,
light current.

Friday, 21 August: Boom positioned off dock in moderately windy conditions, light
current. Manoeuvring trials successful and larger simulated
spill contained, limited by constraints on boom mobility and
size.






SUMMARY OF WATERJET BARRIER TRIALS - AUGUST 17-21 1992 Page 2
DETAILED REVIEW OF TRIALS:

Preliminary Notes:

Waterjet Barrier Components stored at CCG Prescott since Summer 1991.
Environment Canada Technologist refits pump and tests engine.

DFO Wave Buoy Equipment delivered Thursday, 13 August 1992

Fleet Technology Ltd (FTL) personnel inspect test area at CCG Prescott on Friday,
14 August 1992. No apparent problems.

Monday, 17 August 1992

Personnel: FTL: Bruce Paterson, Andre Lemieux
EC: Tony Lorenzo, Andre Dumouchel, Andrew Somers.
DFO: Jim Murphy and party of 8.
CCG: Ray Amell

Notes:

1. Arrived CCG Prescott, AM. "Lori" Skimmer trials still underway, equipment in small
craft basin where waterjet boom intended for assembly. CCGS GRIFFON moored
alongside quay where alongside trials had been intended to occur. Scheduled
alongside until late Wednesday.

2. AM spent positioning gear, final shore assembly. Centre float modified to a twin
"disk” float configuration for easier deployment. Tether ropes obtained from CCG
stores.

3. Also investigated best position for wave buoy, alternative boom deployment

location due to GRIFFON.

4, PM, crane swung motor/pump into position along small craft basin. Shore hoses
and manifold connected. DFO wave buoy depioyed using one available Sea
Truck; delayed fabrication of boom in basin.

5. Sea truck brought alongside approx.1430; boom arms assembled only before
return to Ottawa.

6. Informed of scheduling for CCGS SIMCOE; available Tuesday, Wednesday:;
Thursday AM only; Friday AM not scheduled. '
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Tuesday, 18 Auqust 1992

Personnel: FTL: Bruce Paterson, Andre Lemieux

EC: Caroline Ladanowski, Tony Lorenzo, Andre Dumouchel,
Andrew Somers.
CCG: Ray Amell

Notes:

AM spent assembling revised boom "umbilical" structure and hoses. One structural
element removed due to excessive sag between floats. "Fender" floats borrowed

from CCG for flotation of umbilical hose off the umbilical structure; quite

successful. Final flotation check and tether ropes attached.

Waterjet boom operated in small craft basin; nozzles found to be badly fouled,
needing adjustment. Remainder of PM spent clearing and adjusting nozzles.

Wednesday, 19 Auqust 1992

Personnel: FTL: Bruce Paterson, Andre Lemieux
EC: Caroline Ladanowski, Tony Lorenzo, Andre Dumouchel, Greg
2.
CCG: Ray Amell, Gary Stevenson, Stan Moore; CCGS SIMCOE
standing by.

Notes:

"Pelican 10" Skimmer crew.

Early AM spend on final adjustments to waterjet spray; adjustment of one float.

Boom disconnected from pump; pump, manifold, hoses transferred to working deck
of CCGS SIMCOE for trial alongside dock.

Towing cable run from apex of boom to Sea Truck for towing alongside SIMCOE.
100 Ib. admiralty type anchor, buoy, and cable stowed for anchoring boom off
vessel. Weather conditions for tow: winds estimated 20- 25 knots; wave heighis
0.3m - 0.6m (1-2 feet), typical peak conditions for Prescott area.

On leaving small craft basin into exposed wave conditions, boom assumed skewed
angle to tow craft resulting from combination of wind on structure; excessive
constraint of weathervaning action of floats, and too much slack in tethers. Efforts
to shorten tether line from second Sea Truck unsuccessful. Boom towed very
slowly into position with one arm perpendicular to tow direction; some structural






T

damage to joints occurred, specifically bending of inner plate in pin joint and
extrusion of Teflon bearings.

Boom successfully anchored off SIMCOE and connected to pump approx. 1215,
Woeather conditions persist, with winds approximately 45° off port bow. Boom
anchored to face into wind; anchor was shifted to effect connection with pump.
Disconnected tether rope re-attached.
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Wednesday, 18 August 1992 (Continued)

6.

Manceuvring tests with boom conducted approx. 1230 - 1300. Boom able to move
up on anchor, change angle and direction despite wind and wave conditions.
Floats appear to maintain steady "platforming” and weathervaning in waves,
despite distortions in boom arm structure.

After discussing SIMCOE scheduie with CCG, decide to try to proceed to mid-river
position to test spill containment, otherwise delay will force test to Thursday AM.

Boom disconnected from ship for towing, but problems were encountered raising
the boom anchor, due to fouling with weeds. During process of raising anchor,
boom drifted off on an angle to towing direction. Attempts to restore control to tow
resulted in fouling of boom arm, further twisting of boom structure such that some
floats immersed by tail section. Under freshening wind conditions, control of tow
could not be maintained and it was decided to abort the mid-river trial. The boom
was towed into the small craft basin in a damaged condition.

Currents measured in test site were quite low; a 0.1 m/s back eddy (upstream to
the main current direction) was measured.

Actions:

a)

b)

Survey of the damage to the structure showed that some of the inner plates in the
pinned joints had been bent and many of the Teflon bearings had simply been
extruded. In view of the wave response characteristics demonstrated by the floats,
it was decided to dispense with the flexible joints in the boom arms. The joints
were modified by introducing spacers over the connection bolts to prevent bending
of the inner plates, and the introduction of 3" stiffened steel flat bar, double bolted
across the top of each joint in the boom arms. These modifications were prepared
late Wednesday.

Alternative towing arrangements were proposed, involving two vessels (or tow
points) to both tow and maintain orientation of boom. Other modifications to
facilitate towing may include increased weathervaning angles, reduction of tether
rope length (for towing only), and possible increase in float fin area.

Test schedule was modified to reflect departure of GRIFFON and limited
availability of SIMCOE. Further frials involving spill tests would be conducted from
dock outside of small craft basin. Thus a minimum of towing was required.
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Thursday, 20 August 1992

Personnel: FTL: Bruce Paterson, Andre Lemisux

EC: Tony Lorenzo, Andre Dumouchel, Andrew Somers
CCG: Ray Amell, Gary Stevenson, Stan Moore
"Pelican 10" Skimmer crew.

Notes:

1.

AM spent fitting plates to boom arm structure. Pump and manifold positioned
along dock.

PM, boom towed out of basin using one Sea Truck and a land line from dock.
Calm conditions and very light currents, 0.1 - 0.2 m/s back eddy along dock.

Boom connected to pump, without anchoring. Boom oriented away from prevailing

current. Some fouling of float with weed-covered tether rope, cleared away using
work boat. ‘

Trial was run with boom to monitor pressures; gauges really too large to accurately
record pressures.

After trial run, approximately 7 litres of canola oil spilled, which followed current
weakly. Boom was rapidly swung around and used to force oil against dockside.
A small amount of oil lost either due to starting boom too late or may have simply
been driven over when moving boom. Majority of oil was held against dock wall
with such force that some mixing/emulsion occurred. Suggests that appropriate
tactic in such situation is to use the boom to force the oil to a containment site,
and then back the boom away.

Clean up by Pelican skimmer. Boom towed back to small craft basin.
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Friday, 21 August 1992

Personnel: FTL: Bruce Paterson, Andre Lemieux
EC: Tony Lorenzo, Andre Dumouchel
CCG: Ray Amell, Gary Stevenson -
"Pelican 10" Skimmer crew.

Notes:

1. AM, boom towed into position again using Sea Truck and land line. Weather
conditions estimated at 15-20 knots and wave heights of 0.3m (1 foot). Some
difficulty in towing due to winds but primarily due to fouling of tether cabies with
weeds, which increased drag (sufficient to break a shackle) and fouling the floats.

2. Boom was anchored in a position facing into the wind using a lighter anchor.
Weeds were cut away from the fouled tether lines; broken line was re-attached,
approx. 2m shorter which restricted closing of boom.

3. Manoeuvring trial was conducted with boom; again good control was maintained.
Tether ropes were noted to assist in controlling boom as, when taut, the prevailing
thrust on one arm will act to pull opposite arm with it. This is of particular value
when pressure must be maintained on the forward (containment) side of the boom.

4. Pressures were monitored for varying motor RPM, jet combinations. While
awaiting arrival of skimmer, pressure to barrier was maintained. Control of the
barrier was maintained with light pressures, approx. 200 psi at manifold.

5. Spill was simulated using approx. 3/4 of barrel of canola oil. Barrier was initially
positioned close to dockside, facing into the rivers. Weather conditions persisted,
with substantial wave reflection from dock. Some oil escaped between end of
boom and dock until the spill was forced away from the dock wall, until the
umbilical hose was fully extended. There was also some oil escaped around the
outboard end of the boom, and eventually through the apex of the boom. The
skimmer was able to position behind each of these locations to collect oil. The oil
lost around the outboard end of the boom might have been contained with more
umbilical hose. It is estimated that 80 - 90% of the oil was contained between the
boom arms. The trial was conducted for about 30 minutes, until a steady
containment was evident. '

6. Clean up by Pelican skimmer. Boom towed back to small ¢craft basin. DFQ wave

buoy retrieved, PM.






APPENDIX D:
Wave Buoy Data

17-21 August 1992






APPENDIX E:

" Revised Waterjet Barrier Drawings

As Tested August 1992
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Section Showing Float
Attachment Assembly

3" x3"x0.25" 8061-T6

Aluminum HSS \

£ of Nozzle
A
A
@©
312"
o
3
-
Float Y Yy v WL
/A Do Not Scale
&) 3/8" Woodscrew |
Sunk into Deck
3/8" Dia. Hole (4) ® _
- Wocdscrew Sunk ®
into Float Deck ;‘ ......................... ——— f«
Float Deck 75';/ 73’/ S
2" x 3/4"
Plywood
I f Fl P M in Profilfe Showing Float Post Attachment
Parts List
No. | ltem Qty
@ {2"0Dx1"ID x 0.5" Teflon Thrust Bearing 2 [ —
@ 114" ID x 0.75" Long Teflon Cylindrical Bearing > FT\] FLEET TECHNOLOGY LIMITED
® 1"1D x 7" Long Stainless Steel Shait 1
@ | 1" ID Stainless Steel Locking Callar 2 Title: Attat_:hment of Float to
® |3.75"x 4" x 0.25" Aluminum Plate 1 Barrier Arm
® |12"x 12" x0.25" Aluminum Plate 1 Project: Waterjet Barrier
@ |4"x 4"x 0.25" Stainless Steel Plate 1 Project No. | 3922C
6" x 8" x 0.25" Stainless Steel Plate 1 Dwg No.: 3922-3 | Scale: N/A
@ 0.25" Dia. Aluminum Kotter Pin 1
@ | 1" 1D 0.035" Wall Aluminum Tube 1 Date: 28/2/91 | Rev.! 18/9/92







e

T
®\ it
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e

PLAN
| &'
@ f For Float Pin Standard Tube/Bearing Assembly For
\ Float Pir — Rafer to Drawing 3922-3
/ Weld Metal
@ Eyebolt For e
Anchor Ling

S S AT AR L AR
S

Profile Section at Apex

-~ See Drawing 3922-1

Nate: This Drawing
Supersedes Previcus

Standard Pin Joint Construction

Drawings 3922-4 and 3922-5

; FLEET TECHNOLOGY LIMITED

Parts List

No. | item Qty ’

@ |4"x 4" x 0.25" 6061 Aluminum HSS 2 Title: Revised Apex Structure

@ |8"x8"x0.25" Aluminum Plate 1 Proeot. Wateriet Barrl

@ |3.75"x 4" x 0.25" Aluminum Plate 1 9:2}::{»1 o Sgaétgget arrer

@ |3/8" Eyebolt 2 -
Dwg No.: 3022-4* Scale: N/A
Date: 18/9/92
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Standard Sleeve
Assembly for

. Standard Hinge Plates Modified
_ o Take 2 x 1/2" Dia. Boits

Standard 4" x 4~
Aluminum Box
Section

Top Plate 12" x 12"
Hidden

Float Pin {2}

Botitom Plate Eyebait Far

120 x12" | Securing Tether
I Rope
=
v

— £y

3/8" Bolts Through
Crossbeam

Standard 3" x 38"

Mutfler Clamp Top Plate; 127 x 12" x 1/4" Aluminum

Upper Hoses and Fittings Not Shown

Cut To Match Plate

3/8" Holes for Hose
lamps

- Standard Hinge Plates Medified

to Take 2 x 1/2" Dia. Bolts

x4

Crossbeam

/ 2 Per Side
Hidden — Aluminum Welded Channel
Inside Cut-out

12* x12° x 1/4" Piate

3" x 3/8" Bolt w/ Nut

FLEET TECHNOLOGY LIMITED

Title: Umbilicai Float Structure
Project: Waterjet Barrier

Project No. | 3922C

Dwg No.: | 3922-5 Scale: N/A
Date: 18/9/92







26/6/81 |'AoH 16/2/82 8leq)
V/N 2je0g 9-226E8| ToNDBmg
DZZBE | "ON wolod
lalteg 18llorep :polosg
Wweswabueiy [eiauan oL
1e20]4 Jaieg o

Q3 LIWIT ADOTONHO3L 13314 [T

Nv1d

anonig xady 42268
[lela(] juswiyoelly 1eo)d £-226€

sielaq Boyg 2-zz6c TSRUBEEPY

"PM] 32P U I3]0 UIM pall) 84 O} SjEol4 ‘OSI ‘9
(£-226€ "jod) "PaJiueD Yoop podiojutal ojul G0 JeAD pamaIs aq o} Wooq pibu 1o eped Bununoy g
{z-ez6¢ "od) ye pawf oq o1 Bays oeld ¢

‘Weo} uollelo)) Yum pajjlj sjuswpedwos jpuis] g

“joep pue saluelj poomAld /e yim [oys sseibaugy se pajeouqe) sieo)] "2

/1 158488U O] DUIBLI WIOJ| PRUBAUCD SUCISUDWI] 't

S5I0N

it fan—

Ad pE X2 BBlY Yoo pasiojuRy

«B/LG

N ‘

LT

«| =snipey ab)ig

- 51H0Hd

=TT H2

€14 A E
Ald J4/5 'spesipng essaasuRL

WHE L

TE )

SIS 2

Nk

¥ooq oy

VO .9 o







c6/6/81 [rvY L6/8/8c 8eg
/N epedg vi-Zeee| ‘oNbmg
DZZ6E | 'oN weloig

Isweg 19lielepm :palory

s{iejaq Bays 1eol4 Bl

Q3LINIT ADOTONHOAL 13314

0

— T oW N M

"8/-2266 ON Buimelq Ul UMoyS g# - | # SIIRRQ

UMOYS Suojsuswid ‘aleld 1sordg wnuRUNY .91/

“wnuuwingy ‘yibue yie xorddy ‘smarog poopp ‘BIG . b1

"UMOUS 10N 1NN PUE SIBUSEA, 'Sljog 1881 SSB|WeIS "Bla b/l

Yibue 1.2 o1 D sifuy wauniy p/1 X .2 ¥ .2 ‘sioxorig Boyg teddn
‘wauwny ‘unbus) 2/l | xoldde ‘smalog poop Bl L L

“Whue L 'alBuy wnuunly b/l X .2 X .2 's1enoesy Beyg 1eey

"UMoYS sucisusiulg Bumng ‘eleld wnuwny oL/ ‘sleld Boys

CESROACRCRORS)

AD

wey

[}
=z

Brsred

-8/5 02

Al IE %090 WY

JiIog 8N EPIRYS BlgED Ul (18 —

yog 843 eI .8/

Jeoedg B X B X .2/ & Q)

@)

A/

A=

f4

ey
-

rary







z6/6/81 | Aoy 16/2/82 oeq
VN 9je0g 8/-226€| oNbmg
DZSEE | ON walold

Iapueg 18l181e M ‘oslony

51014 _

lajueg Joj siejaq Bayg

Q3L ADOTONHOAL 13374 [}

'BUOSIIIS LiIM pa|ess pue pajilup 89 O SmaJds iy £
"HuNsi12junoD aq o] speay me19s Umols Se (palejwieyd) paie sabps je ey o} (@ well) sieycelq Bays joay ‘2
‘UMOYS JOU SNipBI BiatMm uaas papunol eq o) sejbue oiejd uo sewod |y "}

S510N

llog 843 "I .8/f ——

1
f
ET
sunsiejunos pue pajjuQ {se|oH ®lg .EWV\
. CTE)
sebpg ojbuy
{peisjuey0) poie
B[jold
{erenbg)
1914 P19
Jojeded~.gfh \

e







VIN | 'A2Yd c6/6/81 Bie(
VIN topeog 82266 | ronbmg
02268 | onwsloy
Jaueg 1eliorep oaloig
uor-ulg uy o4
e

uofledyIpoly leg pausynsg

A2LINIT ADOTONHOIL 13314 H

NN pue
p o [49USBA HO0T WO Nog [98IS SSeUBIS B/E X S X b
3 8 01IND 10015 PIN 89 L. JB/E X WL X )
' Ieg Jeld (9915 PN LB/E X £ X .81

28

AD wej| | "oN

B sued

31408d

¢-¢oee pue
1-zZ6g sBume.q o} leysy —
UoioauUoD) JUIop-uldg jeuiBuo

I N

' M







